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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Claims 1-20 are pending in the present application. By this reply, new claims 1 1-20 have 
been added. Claims 1, 4, 7, 9, 15, and 18 are independent. 

The specification and claims have been amended to correct minor informalities and to 
clarify the invention according U.S. patent practice. These modifications do not add new matter. 

Priority Claim 

Applicant appreciates the Examiner's acknowledgement of the claim for foreign priority 
and the receipt of the certified copy thereof on page 1 of the Office Action. 

However, on page 2 (Paragraph 1) of the Office Action, the Examiner seems to indicate 
the certified translation of the foreign application may be needed under 35 U.S.C. § 119(e). But 
Applicant is not claiming priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(e) and thus it appears this statement is 
made in error. Clarification is requested. 

35 U.S.C. § 112, Second Paragraph, Rejection 

Claims 1-2 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite. Claim 2 has been cancelled and claim 1 has been amended to address this issue. Thus 
this rejection should be withdrawn. 

Claims 1-10 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite, because the Examiner believes that the claims are directed to both a user certificate 
and a method for data broadcasting. This rejection is respectfully traversed. 
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Each independent claim recites "A user certificate method for data broadcasting" or "A 
user certificate system for data broadcasting". There is no "and" between the terms "certificate" 
and "method" in claim 1 (and similarly in other independent claims), in contrast to the 
Examiner's allegation and thus claim 1 does not claim two different methods simultaneously. It 
is believed the preamble language of each independent claim is completely proper and there is 
nothing indefinite about this language. Further these terms are well discussed and used 
throughout the original specification. Therefore, this rejection is improper and should be 
withdrawn. 



35 U.S.C. §102 Rejection 

Claims 1-3 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by Iwafune 
et al. This rejection is respectfully traversed. 
Independent claim 1 recites, inter alia: 

inputting on the remote control device a sequence of keys 
for user certification, wherein the sequence of the keys includes a 
user ID and a password; 

inputting a code collection end key on the remote control 
device after the inputting of the sequence of keys is finished; 

inputting, by the user, a user code after inputting the code 
collection end key; and 

storing a record having the user code, the program title and 
the sequence of keys in a_code certificate table, 

whereby the user code can be used to retrieve the user ID 
and password associated with the user code for user certification." 

These features are clearly absent from Iwafune et al. Iwafune et al. teaches an interactive 
television system in which "two-way television sets communicate with a server via a 
communication network." In Iwafune et al., different users are able to send their responses on 
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the television as they view the television programs. To identify each user, Iwafune et al. has a 
server 3 that contains an authentication information database. When a user enters his personal 
ID (user ID) and/or password as shown in Figs. 26 and 28 of Iwafune et al., this information 
(along with the TV ID) may be sent to the server 3 through a communication network for user 
certification purposes. That is, in Iwafune et al, there is no "user code" input by the user in 
addition to the user ID and password. 

Further, there is no "user code", which is used to retrieve the user ID and password 
associated with the user code for user certification. In Applicant's invention, the user code, the 
user ID and the password associated with a user are input (according to the claimed order) by the 
user (e.g., Figs. 3(a) and 3(b)) using designated keys on a remote device (e.g., Fig. 9), which are 
then stored in a code certificate table (e.g., Fig. 5). Thereafter, by merely inputting the user code 
(and not the user ED and password) by the user, the user's device can retrieve the user ID and 
password associated with the input user code for user certification, and transmit them to an 
appropriate authority. This is advantageous because it simplifies the user certification process for 
the user and eliminates the need for the user to remember and enter both the user ID and 
password each time the user desires to view certain data broadcasting. 

Since Iwafune et al. fails to anticipate at least the above noted features recited in claim 1, 
claim 1 and each claim depending therefrom are allowable. Reconsideration and withdrawal of 
this rejection are respectfully requested. 



35 ILS.C. $ 103 Rejection 
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Claims 4-8 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Iwafune et al. in view of Sakata. Claims 9-10 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Iwafune et al. in view of Sakata and Jung. This rejection is respectfully 
traversed. 

Independent claim 4 recites, inter alia, "(e) if same program title exists, reading a 
sequence of keys associated with the user code and the program title from the code certificate 
table, wherein the sequence of keys includes a user ID and a password; and (f) transferring the 
user ID and the password of the sequence of keys associated with the user code to a broadcasting 
station." Independent claim 7 recites, inter alia, "((f) if the flag is set to be on, reading a 
sequence of keys associated with the user code from the code certificate table, wherein the 
sequence of keys includes a user ID and a password; and (g) transferring the user ID and 
password of the sequence of keys associated with the user code to a broadcasting station". 
Independent claim 9 recites, inter alia, "a remote control device including... a code shortcut key 
for carrying out a user code certificate procedure by retrieving, from the code certificate table, 
the user ID and the password associated with the user code input by the user." All these features 
are absent from Iwafune et al. in combination with the other reference(s). 

As discussed above, Applicant's invention is directed to inputting a user code by a user 
and storing it in association with the user ID and password of the user in a table, so that the user 
ID and password that are associated with the user code can be retrieved from the table when the 
user inputs his or her user code. In contrast, Iwafune et al. teaches inputting a personal ID (user 
ID) and/or a password by a user, but not the user code and thus does not teach or render obvious 
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the process of using the input user code to obtain the associated use ID and password from the 
table, as claimed. 

Furthermore, the secondary references do not overcome these deficiencies of Iwafune et 
al. Sakata was relied upon by the Examiner to allegedly teach inputting a code shortcut key.. 
Jung was relied upon by the Examiner to allegedly teach a digital TV receiver. Therefore, even 
if Iwafune et al. were modified in view of Sakata and/or Jung (which is not obvious), the 
modification would still fail to teach or suggest the features of independent claims 4, 7 and 9. 

Accordingly, it is respectfully submitted independent claims 4, 7 and 9, and each claim 
depending therefrom are allowable. 

Claims Added 

Claims 11-20 have been added for the Examiner's consideration. Claims 11-14 are 
believed to be allowable due to their dependency on claims 1, 4 and 7. 

New claims 15-20 recite similar distinguishing features of the present invention in a varying 
scope and are thus believed to be allowable over the applied references. 

CONCLUSION 

For the foregoing reasons and in view of the above clarifying amendments, the Examiner 
is respectfully requested to reconsider and withdraw all of the objections and rejections of 
record, and to provide an early issuance of a Notice of Allowance. 

Should there be any outstanding matters which need to be resolved in the present 
application, the Examiner is respectfully requested to contact Esther H. Chong (Registration No. 
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40,953) at the telephone number of the undersigned below, to conduct an interview in an effort to 
expedite prosecution in connection with the present application. 

If necessary, the Commissioner is hereby authorized in this, concurrent, and further 
replies, to charge payment or credit any overpayment to Deposit Account No. 02-2448 for any 
additional fees required under 37 C.F.R. § 1.16 or under 37 C.F.R. § 1.17; particularly, extension 
of time fees. 



Respectfully submitted, 
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